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Analysis 

As  the  debate  over  live/work  development  in  San  Francisco  intensified  over  the  past  two  years,  there  were 
several  lines  of  debate.  First  there  was  an  emerging  critique  of  the  newer  live/work  developments  as  changing  the 
mixed-use  texture  and  composition  of  the  South  of  Market,  Northeast  Mission,  and  Potrero  Hill  neighborhoods, 
countered  by  the  claim  that  live/work  units  were  revitalizing  the  residential  nature  of  these  areas. 

This  debate  was  joined  by  another:  Between  those  who  saw  the  original  intention  of  the  1988  live/work 
legislation  (affordable  space  for  artists)  subverted  by  developments  priced  to  fuel  the  recent  real  estate  market 
surge,  and  those  who  saw  the  newer  developments  taking  market  pressure  off  other  low-income  residential 
neighborhoods  in  danger  of  gentrification.  There  were  other  more  direct  disputes:  did  the  new  developments  skirt 
important  zoning  or  seismic  controls  by  building  to  lesser  standards  than  other  residential  buildings  and  pay  less 
into  the  schools  into  the  bargain? 

Two  themes  ran  through  much  of  these  debates:  were  live/work  spaces  changing  the  demographics  of  poor 
neighborhoods,  and  were  they  contributing  — ironically  — to  a displacement  of  working  people,  including 
artists?  And  finally,  who  were  actually  buying  and  renting  them?  Are  live/work  developments  creating  a 
significant  reverse  commute,  where  the  younger  engineering  gentry  of  Silicon  Valley  are  choosing  to  live  amidst 
urban  excitement  and  drive  to  their  sanitized  suburban  enclaves  for  work? 

Anecdote  and  rumor  often  answer  these  questions,  and  the  anecdotes  often  substitute  for  both  analysis  and  real 
policy.  The  policy  issues  are  deep  and  significant,  beginning  with  the  original  point  of  the  live/work  legislation: 
does  San  Francisco  provide  affordable  space,  in  which  creative  people  can  live  and  do  their  work?  What  mix  of 
residential  and  commercial,  retail  and  light  industrial,  ought  to  characterize  our  eclectic  neighborhoods?  And, 
either  implicit  or  explicit:  who  will  live  here,  and  what  mix  of  actual  persons  will  characterize  this  city  famous 
for  its  diversity? 

The  San  Francisco  Urban  Institute  works  on  these  policy  issues  in  several  ways,  just  as  we  work  in  several  of  the 
communities  where  live/work  development  has  become  an  issue.  We  care  about  issues  of  neighborhood  identity 
and  the  degree  to  which  neighbors  identify  with  — and  care  for  — their  neighborhoods.  As  we  spoke  to  our 
community  partners  about  live/work,  we  realized  we  really  didn’t  know  very  much  about  some  of  the  most  basic 
elements  of  the  live/work  world  such  as:  who  lives  in  them,  what  work  they  do,  and  where  do  they  work?  Do  they 
commute  by  car  or  take  public  transportation?  Did  they  move  for  the  views  or  the  rent? 

So  we  commissioned  a study.  Its  results  won’t  settle  the  policy  debates  (and  nor  should  they).  But  it  does  give  us 
some  texture  and  substance,  and  provides  a snapshot  of  who  lives — or  works  in  the  newer  live/work 
developments.  And  rather  than  provide  our  own  policy  implications  from  its  admittedly  limited  findings,  we  have 
invited  two  of  the  main  protagonists  in  the  live/work  debate  to  respond  to  the  study  in  their  own  words.  We  have 
limited  them  to  the  study,  mind  you,  but  simply  ask  that  they  start  there,  and  use  its  findings  for  there  own 
arguments. 

An  Important  Note  on  Methodology 

The  San  Francisco  Urban  Institute  commissioned  a study  of  selected  San  Francisco  neighborhoods,  with  a 
particular  focus  on  live/work  buildings,  from  the  Public  Research  Institute  at  San  Francisco  State  University.  PRI 
is  an  independent  survey  research  organization  with  extensive  experience  in  the  design  and  implementation  of 
social  science  research,  often  combining  survey  methods  with  census  and  other  data  tracking.  PRI  conducted  a 
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telephone  survey  of  120  residents  of  live/work  units,  over  a three-week  period  from  August  30  to  September  18, 
1998. 

PRI  used  a listing  of  live/work  buildings  to  enumerate  units  currently  occupied  and  developed  797  individual 
mailing  addresses.  These  addresses  were  widely  representative  of  all  known  live/work  buildings.  Invitations  to  a 
phone  survey  were  mailed  to  all  797  addresses,  with  two  follow-up  reminders.  120  residents  responded  and  were 
interviewed.  Of  the  original  797  mailings,  80  were  returned  due  to  bad  addresses  or  other  problems  that 
prevented  delivery.  Of  the  remaining  717,  the  120  respondents  represented  a 17%  response  rate.  While  low,  this 
is  an  acceptable  return  rate,  given  the  difficulty  of  gaining  access  to  residential  occupants  in  multi-unit  buildings. 

At  the  same  time,  this  does  not  represent  a true  random  sample,  insofar  as  mailings  were  sent  to  all  known 
live/work  sites.  The  120  respondents  are  self-selected,  and  it  would  be  heard  to  make  sure  statistical  inferences 
regarding  the  entire  universe  of  residents.  The  respondents  do  provide  a snapshot  of  current  residents;  however, 
some  of  the  results  are  so  strikingly  strong  in  one  dimension  or  another  that  a general  inference  about  other 
residents  can  be  drawn. 

Brian  Murphy 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 

Live/Work  Study 

In  association  with  San  Francisco  Urban  Institute  (SFUI)  at  San  Francisco  State  University  (SFSU),  the  Public 
Research  Institute  (PRI)  conducted  a telephone  survey  of  120  residents  of  Live-Work  units  in  San  Francisco  (see 
Appendix  A for  Map).  Telephone  interviews  were  conducted  for  three  weeks  beginning  on  August  30*^,  and 
ending  on  September  18*,  1998. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  the  survey  was  to  provide  the  SFUI  with  information  about  the  attitudes  and  perceptions  of 
persons  who  live  in  live-work  units  as  they  relate  to  their  neighborhood  community. 

Content 

The  survey  instrument  was  developed  by  PRI  in  collaboration  with  the  SFUI.  It  included  questions  on  the 
neighborhood  and  community  values  of  live-work  residents;  neighborhood  issues  and  concerns;  and  demographic 
questions  such  as  housing  tenure,  occupation,  and  place  of  work,  age,  income,  and  education  level.  The  survey 
instrument  with  counts  and  percentages  for  each  item  is  included  in  this  report  as  Appendix  B. 


Methodology 

PRI  utilized  a listing  of  live-work  buildings,  provided  by  the  SFUI,  to  enumerate  live-work  units  identified  as 
currently  being  occupied.  This  field  enumeration  process  resulted  in  mailing  addresses  for  797  individual  units 
(see  Appendix  C for  the  original  list  and  supplemental  address  list).  Invitations  to  participate  in  the  “San 
Francisco  Neighborhood  Study”  were  mailed  to  “Resident”  at  each  known  occupied  live-work  address.  The 
invitation  contained  an  incentive  for  participation  in  the  form  of  a chance  to  win  $100  in  a drawing.  Four  hundred 
invitations  were  mailed  during  the  week  of  August  30*  - September  5*.  A reminder  postcard,  thanking  those  w'ho 
had  already  participated  and  urging  others  to  do  so,  was  delivered  to  each  potential  respondent  three  days  after 
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the  original  mailing.  Invitation  to  participate  were  mailed  to  the  remaining  397  addresses  on  September  7‘*’  with  a 
reminder  postcard  mailed  3 days  later.  In  an  effort  to  maximize  response,  one  final  follow-up  reminder  was  sent 
to  all  797  addresses  inviting  residents  to  call  in  for  a final  week  of  interviews  during  the  week  of  September  14'*’ 
-18'*’,  1998.  A total  of  120  residents  called  in  and  completed  the  survey. 

Survey  Response  Rate 

Of  the  797  mailed  requests  for  participants  in  the  survey,  80  were  returned  unsent  (retum-to-sender)  due  to  bad 
address  records  or  other  problems  that  prevented  delivery.  For  the  717  invitations  presumably  received  by  a 
person,  120  residents  called  in  and  completed  the  survey.  The  survey  response  rate  was  17%.  This  is  calculated 
by  dividing  the  number  of  completed  surveys  by  the  total  number  of  surveys  administered: 

120/7 17  = .17 

In  general,  this  would  be  considered  a low  rate  of  response.  However,  due  to  the  somewhat  hidden  nature  of  the 
population  and  difficulties  in  accessing  that  population,  we  feel  that  this  response  is  greater  than  what  could  be 
expected  if  other  more  expensive  data  collection  methods  were  used.  In  other  words,  while  live  work  structures 
are  relatively  easy  to  locate,  the  people  who  live  in  them  are  not;  these  people  are  likely  to  keep  odd  hours  and 
are  often  blocked  from  door-to-door  survey  methods  by  security  systems  and  locked  gates. 

Sampling  Error 

Since  invitations  to  complete  interviews  were  mailed  to  all  known  occupied  live-work  units;  the  120  completed 
interviews  do  not  comprise  a random  sample.  Without  random  sampling  the  framework  of  statistical  inference 
can  not  be  applied.  In  other  words,  we  are  unable  to  make  statistically  viable  generalizations  to  all  live-work 
residents  based  on  this  data.  The  results  presented  here  comprise  a snap  shot  of  a self-selected  group  of  live-work 
dwellers. 

Live/Work  Residents:  Who  are  they? 

As  the  following  table  clearly  indicates,  the  residents  of  Live/Work  represent  a relatively  narrow  “demographic.” 
They  are  overwhelmingly  White,  more  male  then  female,  younger  than  the  county  median,  well  educated,  (85% 
are  college  graduate  or  higher),  and  well-paid.  58%  of  them  earn  over  $55,000  a year.  Most  are  not  however,  the 
super  rich  or  the  newly  rich,  with  only  10%  earning  over  $170,000. 
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Table  1.  Sample  Characteristics 


Frequency 

Percent 

Sex 

Female 

43 

37% 

Male 

73 

63% 

Ethnicity 

Chinese 

2 

2% 

Other  Asian 

4 

3% 

Black/ African- American 

1 

1% 

White/Caucasian 

103 

89% 

Chicano/Hispanic 

1 

1% 

Pacific  Islander 

1 

1% 

Other 

4 

3% 

Age 

20-29 

22 

19% 

30-39 

47 

40% 

40-49 

23 

20% 

50-59 

22 

19% 

60+ 

3 

3% 

Education 

9"^  to  12'*’  Grade,  No  Diploma 

1 

1% 

High  School  Diploma 

1 

1% 

Technical  or  Vocational  School 

3 

3% 

Some  College,  With  No  BA 

13 

11% 

College  Graduate 

56 

47% 

Master’s  Degree  or  Higher 

45 

38% 

Income 

Less  than  $30,000 

19 

17% 

$30,000-$39,999 

3 

3% 

$40,000-$54,9999 

5 

4% 

$55,000-374,999 

22 

19% 

$75,000-399,999 

28 

25% 

$100,000-3129,999 

17 

15% 

$130,000-3169,999 

8 

7% 

$170,000  + 

12 

11% 

Because  the  survey  respondents  were  overwhelmingly  White,  ethnicity  is  not  examined  as  a potential  predictor  of 
experience  or  opinion  as  measured  by  the  survey. 
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Housing  Issues 


Home  Ownership 


Nearly  three-quarters  (72%)  of  respondents  reported  that  they  own  their  live-work  units.  In  general,  younger 
respondents — those  between  20  and  29  years  of  age — were  the  less  likely  to  own  their  home  than  the  older 
people  that  we  interviewed.  Additionally,  respondents  with  an  annual  income  of  $40,000 
or  less  were  less  likely  to  own  their  homes  than  those  with  higher  incomes.  See  Figures  1 and  2.  On  closer 
inspection  this  finding  only  bears  true  for  those  individuals  who  live  in  a live-work  unit  but  are  not  themselves 
artists  nor  have  housemates  whom  are  artists. 


Figure  1:  Owner  Status  and  Age  Figure  2:  Owner  Status  and  Income 

Proportionally  more  of  the  housing  units  in  which  no  artists  live  was  owned — 80%  versus  56%  of  the  units  with 
residents  who  reported  being  artists).  Within  this  subset  of  77  live-work  units  with  no  artists  in  residence,  persons 
30  years  old  or  older  and  those  with  more  than  $40,00  in  annual  income  are  more  likely  to  own  than  to  rent. 
Among  the  units  inhabited  by  artists,  age  and  income  are  not  significant  predictors  of  home  ownership. 


Table  2.  Home  Ownership  for  Units  with  Artist  and  Units  without  Artists  by  Age  and  Income 

Percentage  of  Respondents  in  Each  Age  Group  Who  Own 


1 

20-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60+ 

artists  inhabited  | 

67% 

50% 

36% 

80% 

50% 

no  artists  | 

44% 

89% 

83% 

92% 

100% 

Percentage  of  Respondents  in  Each  Income  Category  Who  Own 

I less  $40K  $40-74. 9K  $75-129.9  $130K  + 


artists  inhabited  | 31%  63%  80%  50% 

no  artists  | 44%  84%  83%  93% 

Education,  length  of  residence,  and  gender  had  no  effect  on  home  ownership. 
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Tenure 

Respondents  were  asked  how  long  they  had  lived  at  their  current  residence.  Almost  three-quarters  (74%)  of  the 
live-work  occupants  that  we  interviewed  have  lived  at  their  current  address  for  three  years  or  less.  This  is 
consistent  with  the  boom  in  live-work  construction/renovation  in  the  past  several  years.  People  that  we 
interviewed  who  were  artists  or  lived  with  artists  were  almost  4 times  as  likely  than  others  to  have  lived  in  their 
units  for  over  three  years. 

When  controlling  for  whether  the  live-work  unit  was  inhabited  by  artists,  age,  income,  gender,  and  level  of 
education  were  not  significant  predictors  of  length  of  tenure. 


Migration 

Respondents  were  asked,  “Before  you  moved  to 
your  current  home,  where  did  you  live?”  (Q3).  Most 
people  (60%)  reported  that  they  moved  from  within 
San  Francisco.  See  Table  3 


Of  those  people  who  moved  from  within  San 
Francisco,  most  moved  from  the  southeastern  area 
of  the  city,  which  includes  the  Mission,  and  South  of 
Market  districts.  The  western  section  of  San 
Francisco  had  by  far  the  lowest  percentage  of  people 
migrating  to  live-work  units.  For  definitions  of  each 
section  of  the  city  by  zip  code,  see  Appendix  A. 


Table  3:  Where  did  you  live  before  you  moved  into  your 
current  home? 


From  Within  SF 

60% 

From  Bay  Area,  Not  SF 

21% 

From  Outside  Bay  Area 

14% 

No  Answer 

5% 

Table  4:  If  you  moved  from  within  SF,  what  part  of  the  city 
did  you  move  from? 


South  Eastern 

23% 

Central 

20% 

Northern 

16% 

Western 

4% 

Not  in  SF 

37% 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
Public  Research  Institute 
San  Francisco  State  University 
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Living  Arrangements 

Over  half  of  those  surveyed  stated  that  they  live  alone  (58%).  Thirty-nine  percent  reported  that  they  live  with  one 
other  person.  Very  few  respondents  said  they  live  with  two  or  three  other  people.  There  were  no  significant 
differences  between  the  number  of  residents  in  a household  and  owner  or  renter  status. 


Figure  3:  Occupancy 


Ninety  percent  of  survey  respondents  stated  that  they  own  at  least  one  car.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  those 
who  stated  that  they  have  a vehicle  also  indicated  that  they  have  a designated  parking  space.  However,  as  seen  in, 
the  majority  of  respondents  who  have  two  or  three  cars  still  only  had  one  parking  space.  In  fact,  all  of  the 
respondents  who  had  three  cars  had  only  one  parking  space. 


Figure  4:  How  many  cars  and  parking  spaces  do  you  have? 
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Values 

The  main  reason  cited  by  respondents  for  why  they  moved  to  their  neighborhood  because  it  was  affordable  or 
cheap  (27%)  or  they  liked  the  lifestyle  (21%).  Relatively  few  respondents  indicated  that  they  moved  to  their 
current  neighborhood  because  of  “live-work  space”.  See  Figure  5 


Figure  5:  Reason  for  Moving  to  Neighborhood 


When  asked  if  they  expected  to  stay  in  their  neighborhood,  85%  of  respondents  said  yes.  Respondents  who  said 
they  did  not  expect  to  stay  in  their  neighborhood  were  asked  if  they  expected  to  stay  in  San  Francisco — 56% 
percent  of  these  respondents  said  they  did. 

The  majority  of  respondents  knew  at  least  half  of  their  neighbors  by  name  (62%).  However,  18%  of  respondents 
said  they  knew  none  or  very  few  of  their  neighbors  by  name  and  20%  said  they  knew  less  than  half  of  their 
neighbors.  When  asked  how  important  it  was  to  feel  part  of  their  neighborhood  or  community,  38%  of 
respondents  said  it  was  very  important  to  them  and  42%  said  that  it  was  somewhat  important. 

Respondents  were  asked  about  various  issues  and  whether  or  not  these  issues  were  very  important,  somewhat 
important,  or  not  at  all  important  as  part  of  their  attachment  to  where  they  lived.  See  Table  5.  The  majority  of 
respondents  (58%)  said  that  living  close  to  their  job  was  very  important  to  them.  Fifty-one  percent  reported  that 
affordable  housing  was  very  important  to  their  place  attachment. 
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Table  5:  How  important  are  these  issues  as  part  of  your  attachment  to  where  you  live? 


What  is  important  to  you? 

Very 

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 

Not  at  All 
Important 

It’s  Close  to  Your  Job 

58% 

24% 

19% 

Affordable  Housing 

51% 

31% 

18% 

Live-Work  Benefits 

46% 

33% 

21% 

Safe  Area 

32% 

58% 

10% 

People  are  Very  Friendly  Here 

30% 

44% 

26% 

Scenic  Areas  and  Views 

29% 

45% 

26% 

Good  Civic  Leadership 

28% 

27% 

46% 

Friends  Live  Nearby 

19% 

32% 

49% 

Low  Property  Taxes 

16% 

30% 

54% 

Medical  Services  Available  Nearby 

8% 

21% 

71% 

Close  to  Relatives  or  In-laws 

5% 

8% 

87% 

University  or  College  Nearby 

4% 

16% 

80% 

Respondents  were  asked  about  eight  potential  neighborhood  problems  and  whether  they  felt  each  was  a major 
problem,  minor  problem,  or  not  a problem  in  their  neighborhood.  Respondents  were  most  likely  to  call 
“cleanliness  of  public  areas”  a major  problem  (61%),  followed  by  “lack  of  parking”  (40%).  At  the  other  end, 
respondents  were  most  likely  to  say  that  “lack  of  public  transportation”  was  not  a problem.  See  Table  6. 


Table  6:  Are  these  Neighborhood  Concerns  a Major  Problem,  Minor  Problem,  or  Not  a Problem  in  Your 
Neighborhood 


Neighborhood  Concerns 

Major  Problem 

Minor  Problem 

Not  A Problem 

Cleanliness  of  the  Public  Areas 

61% 

24% 

14% 

Lack  of  Parking 

40% 

24% 

35% 

Personal  Security  and  Safety  Issues 

35% 

45% 

19% 

Traffic 

31% 

41% 

28% 

Noise 

29% 

43% 

29% 

Lack  of  Grocery  Stores 

28% 

31% 

41% 

Lack  of  Public  Transportation 

20% 

25% 

55% 

Lack  of  Retail  Services 

18% 

33% 

48% 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
Public  Research  Institute 
San  Francisco  State  University 
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Work  Issues 

Occupation  of  Residents 

Respondents  were  queried  about  their  and  their  housemate’s  occupations.  A complete  listing  of  respondents’  and  their 
housemates’  occupations  are  provided  in  Appendix  D.  Table  7 breaks  down  the  occupation  of  the  respondents  and  their 
housemates  into  broad  occupational  categories.  The  third  section  in  Table  7,  labeled  “Household,”  takes  each  household  as 
the  unit  of  interest.  Households  are  labeled  as  either  “Artist”  or  “Non-Artist,”  and  are  determined  by  every  resident’s 
occupation  in  one  household.  For  example,  if  the  respondent  said  his  occupation  was  a sales  person,  but  said  that  his 
housemate  was  a painter,  their  household  would  be  coded  as  “Artist.” 


Table  7:  Occupation 


Frequency 

Percent 

Respondent  Occupation 

Artist 

33 

28% 

Managers  & Executives 

10 

8.5% 

Sales  & Marketing 

18 

15% 

Engineers  & Architects 

9 

7.5% 

IT/Computer  tech. 

8 

7% 

Administrative 

8 

7% 

Service 

8 

7% 

Financial  Services 

6 

5% 

Health 

4 

3% 

Teachers  & Educators 

4 

3% 

Law  Enforcement 

3 

3% 

Lawyers 

1 

1% 

Construction 

1 

1% 

Retired 

1 

1% 

Other 

4 

3% 

Total 

118 

100% 

Housemate  Occupation 

Artist 

11 

Managers  & Executives 

4 

24% 

Sales  & Marketing 

3 

9% 

Engineer  & Architects 

3 

6.5% 

IT  /Computer  tech 

4 

6.5% 

Administrative 

3 

9% 

Service 

4 

6.5% 

Financial  Services 

2 

9% 

Teachers 

3 

4% 

Lawyers 

3 

6.5% 

Health 

3 

6.5% 

Other 

3 

6.5% 

Total 

46 

100.5% 

Household 

Artist 

35 

30% 

Non- Artist 

83 

70% 

Total 

118 

100% 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
Public  Research  Institute 
San  Francisco  State  University 
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Employer 

A company  or  business  employed  Fifty-four  percent  of  respondents.  Eighteen  percent  said  they  were  independent 
contractors,  and  28%  said  they  owned  their  own  business.  Respondents  who  live  in  “Artist”  households  were 
much  less  likely  than  others  to  state  that  they  were  employed  by  a company  or  firm.  See  Table  8. 

Table  8:  Employment  Status  for  Respondents  in  Artist  and  Non-Artist  Households 


Employment  Status  | 

Household  type 
Artists  Non-Artists  | 

Total 

employed  by  a company  or  firm  | 

25% 

68%  1 

55% 

independent  contractor  j 

33% 

11%  1 

18% 

own  business  j 

42% 

21%  1 

28% 

Total  1 

100 

100  1 

Place  of  Work 


Twenty-seven  percent  of  respondents  stated  that  they  worked  in  their  home.  Overall,  many  more  of  the  live-work 
residents  that  we  interviewed  reported  that  they  work  in  San  Francisco  rather  than  outside  of  the  city.  See  Figure 
6.  We  do  see,  however,  that  the  people  we  interviewed  who  are  themselves  artists  or  live  with  artists  are  much 
more  likely  than  their  counterparts  to  work  at  home  and  much  less  likely  to  work  outside  of  the  city.  See  Table  9. 


^ ■ 

At  Home 

i 

Other  in  SF 
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0 ther 
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Mission 

San  Jose 
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20 

25 

30 
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Figure  6:  Where  do  you  work? 
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Household  type 


Where  They  Work 

1 

Artists 

Non-Artists 

1 Total 

Home 

49% 

15% 

27% 

San  Francisco 

1 

46% 

61% 

56% 

Outside  of  San  Francisco 

1 

5% 

24% 

17% 

Total  I 100.00  100.00 


Table  9:  Place  of  Work  for  Respondents  in  Artist  and  Non-Artist  Households 
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Appendix  A 

Questionnaire  and  Frequency  Tables 


Ql.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  your  cuiTent  residence? 


Variable 

Observed 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Question  1 

119 

43.72899 

71.08825 

.25 

360 

Q2.  Do  you  own  or  rent  your  home? 


Own/Rent 

Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Own 

86 

72.27 

72.27 

Rent 

33 

27.73 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

Q3.  Before  you  moved  into  your  cuiTent  home,  where  did  you  live? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

SOMA 

8 

6.78 

6.78 

Western  Addition 

4 

3.39  . 

10.17 

Sunset 

4 

3.39 

13.56 

Mission 

10 

8.47 

22.03 

Other  SF 

49 

41.53 

63.56 

Oakland 

2 

1.69 

65.25 

Silicon  Valley 

1 

0.85 

66.10 

Other  Bay  Area 

23 

19.49 

85.59 

Outside  Bay  Area 

17 

14.41 

100.00 

Total 

118 

100.00 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
Public  Research  Institute 
San  Francisco  State  University 
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Q4.  Why  did  you  move  to  your  neighborhood? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Grew  up  there 

1 

1.37 

1.36 

To  be  close  to  partner 

13 

17.81 

19.17 

Kind  of  place  I like  to 
live 

19 

26.03 

45.19 

Scenic  area 

2 

2.74 

47.93 

Safe,  low  crime 

2 

2.74 

50.67 

To  find  affordable 
housing 

36 

49.32 

99.98 

Total 

73 

100.00 

Q5.  Regardless  of  why  you  came  to  live  in  your  area,  I’d  like  you  to  tell  me  whether  the  following  items 
are  very  important  to  you,  somewhat  important,  or  not  at  all  important  as  part  of  your  attachment  to  the 
place  where  you  live. 

A.  Close  to  relatives 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

6 

5.04 

5.04 

Somewhat  important 

10 

8.40 

13.45 

Not  at  all  imporlant 

103 

86.55 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

B.  Friends  live  nearby 


Freqnency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

23 

19.33 

19.33 

Somewhat  important 

38 

31.93 

51.26 

Not  at  all  important 

58 

48.74 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
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C.  People  are  vei^  friendl}'  here 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

35 

29.91 

29.91 

Somewhat  important 

52 

44.44 

74.36 

Not  at  all  important 

30 

25.64 

100.00 

Total 

117 

100.00 

D.  It’s  close  to  your  job 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

68 

57.63 

57.63 

Somewhat  important 

28 

23.73 

81.36 

Not  at  all  important 

22 

18.64 

100.00 

Total 

118 

100.00 

E.  Affordable  housing 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

61 

51.26 

51.26 

Somewhat  important 

37 

31.09 

82.35 

Not  at  all  important 

21 

17.65 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

F.  Scenic  area/views 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Very  important 

34 

28.57 

28.57 

Somewhat  important 

54 

45.38 

73.95 

Not  at  all  important 

31 

26.05 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 
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D.  Lack  of  public  transportation 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Major  problem 

23 

19.83 

19.83 

Minor  problem 

29 

25.00 

44.83 

Not  a problem 

64 

55.17 

100.00 

Total 

116 

100.00 

E.  Personal  security  and  safety  issues 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Major  problem 

42 

35.29 

35.29 

Minor  problem 

54 

45.38 

80.67 

Not  a problem 

23 

19.33 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

F.  Noise 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Major  problem 

34 

28.57 

28.57 

Minor  problem 

51 

42.86 

71.43 

Not  a problem 

34 

28.57 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

G.  Traffic 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Major  problem 

37 

31.096 

31.09 

Minor  problem 

49 

41.18 

72.27 

Not  a problem 

33 

27.73 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

H.  Cleanliness  of  public  areas  (trash) 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Major  problem 

73 

61.34 

61.34 

Minor  problem 

29 

24.37 

85.71 

Not  a problem 

17 

14.29 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
Public  Research  Institute 
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QIO.  How  many  people  live  in  your  home? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1 

69 

57.98 

57.98 

2 

47 

39.50 

97.48 

3 

2 

1.68 

99.16 

4 or  more 

1 

0.84 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

Qll.  Of  those  people,  how  many  are  employed? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

None 

1 

0.85 

0.85 

1 

71 

60.17 

61.02 

2 

45 

38.14 

99.15 

3 or  more 

1 

0.85 

100.00 

Total 

118 

100.00 

Q12.  What  are  their  occupations? 

See  Appendix  B 


Q13.  What  is  your  occupation? 

See  Appendix  B 


Q14.  Are  you  employed  by  a company  or  firm,  are  you  an  independent  contractor,  or  do  you  own  your 
own  business? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Employed  by  company 
or  business 

61 

54.46 

54.46 

Independent  contractor 

20 

17.86 

72.32 

Own  business 

31 

27.68 

100.00 

Total 

112 

100.00 

* This  question  was  asked  of  those  respondents  who  indicated  that  they  were  employed. 


Q14a.  Where  is  your  business  located? 

Q15.  Do  you  work  in  San  Francisco? 

Q16.  In  which  part  of  the  city  do  you  work? 
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Q17.  Where  do  you  work? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Home 

29 

38.16 

38.16 

SOMA 

13 

17.11 

55.26 

Financial  district 

21 

27.63 

82.89 

Mission 

3 

3.95 

86.84 

East  Bay 

2 

2.63 

89.47 

San  Jose 

2 

2.63 

92.11 

Peninsula 

5 

6.58 

98.68 

North  Bay 

1 

1.32 

100.00 

Total 

76 

100.00 

Q18.  Do  you  or  anyone  else  in  your  house  have  a car? 


# of  cars 

Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

None 

11 

9.57 

9.57 

1 

73 

63.48 

73.04 

2 

27 

23.48 

96.52 

3 or  more 

4 

3.48 

100.00 

Total 

115 

100.00 

Q18a.  Is  parking  provided  as  a part  of  your  housing? 


# of  spaces 

Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

None 

9 

9.09 

9.09 

1 

83 

83.84 

92.93 

2 or  more 

7 

7.07 

100.00 

Total 

99 

100.00 

Q19.  For  you  work  related  transportation;  approximately  what  percent  of  your  work  related 
transportation  is  done  by  car? 


Variable 

Observed 

Mean 

Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum 

Maximum 

Question  19 

100 

59.119 

42.59682 

0 

100 

S;in  Francisco  Urban  Instiliile 
Public  Research  Instiliite 
San  Francisco  State  University 
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Q19a.  Approximately  what  percent  of  your  work  related  transportation  is  done  via  the  public 
transportation  systems? 


Variable 

Standard 

Observed  Mean  Deviation  Minimum  Maximum 

Question  19a 
Q21.  How  old 

Variable 

85  25.00012  35.58181  0 100 

ire  you  now? 

Standard 

Observed  Mean  Deviation  Minimum  Maximum 

Question  21 
Q22.  What  is  tl 

117  39.33333  10.9576  20  76 

le  last  grade  or  class  that  you  completed  in  school? 

Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

9th  to  11th  grade 

1 

0.84 

0.84 

High  school 

1 

0.84 

1.68 

Technical  or 
vocational  school 

3 

2.52 

4.20 

Some  college 

13 

10.92 

15.13 

College 

56 

47.06 

62.18 

Post  graduate 

45 

37.82 

100.00 

Total 

119 

100.00 

Q23.  What  was  your  household  income  before  taxes  in  1997? 

Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Less  than  $30,000 

19 

16.67 

16.67 

$30,000  to  $39,999 

3 

2.63 

19.30 

$40,000  to  $54,999 

5 

4.39 

23.68 

$55,000  to  $74,999 

22 

19.30 

42.98 

$75,000  to  $99,999 

28 

24.56 

67.54 

$100,000  to  $129,999 

17 

14.91 

82.46 

$130,000  to  $169,000 

8 

7.02 

89.47 

$170,000  or  more 

12 

10.53 

100.00 

Total 

114 

100.00 

San  Francisco  Urban  Institute 
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Q24.  Which  ethnic  group  do  you  identify  with  the  most? 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Black 

1 

0.86 

0.86 

Chicano 

1 

0.86 

1.72 

Chinese 

2 

1.72 

3.45 

Other  Asian 

4 

3.45 

6.90 

Pacific  Islander 

1 

0.86 

7.76 

White 

103 

88.79 

96.55 

Other/Mixed  race 

4 

3.45 

100.00 

Total 

116 

100.00 

Q25.  Gender 


Frequency 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Female 

43 

37.07 

37.07 

Male 

73 

62.93 

100.00 

Total 

116 

100.00 
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Respondent 

Lawyer 

Architect 

Artist/Painter 

Bartender 

Advertising 

Entrepreneur 

Artist/Designer 

Bike  Messenger 

Sales 

Public  relations  for  an  Internet  Company 

Bank  officer 

Financial  analyst 

Recruiter  for  consulting 

Sales 

Artist/Disabled  vet.  Unemployed 

Sales  consulting 

Venture  Capitalist/Entrepreneur 

Administrative  assistant 

Graphic  designer 

Film/Video  Maker 

Software  engineer 

Sales 

Designer 

Musician 

Grant  writer  at  a hospital 

Advertising/Sales 

Computers 

City/County  worker-Business  Manager 

Architect  draftsman 

TV  producer/Anchor 

Art  consultant 

Computer  related 

Engineer 

Office  manager 

Designer 

Financial  analyst 

Motion  picture  theater  technician 

Dentist 

Photographer 

Computer  design 

Dancer 

Equipment  operator/Construction 

Pastry  chef 

Business  developer 

Product  designer 

Meeting  planner 

Artist 


Appendix  B 

Occupations 

Housemate 

Paralegal 


Health  Care 


Bank  officer 


Bartender 
Art  director 
Project  Administer 
Grant  writer 


Professor  of  fine  arts 
Hair  dresser 
Dancer 


Computer  Information  Systems  Manager 


Architect 

Consultant 

Health  benefit's  consultant 


Software  engineer 

Hotel 

Dancer 

Dentist 

Marketing  representative 
Transportation  analyst 
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Uve/WorU  Srudy 


Management  trainer 
Administrator  for  California 

National  director  of  Communications  company  Advertising  sales  representative 


Artist  mixed  media 

Media  consultant 

Architectural  consultant 

Retail 

Secretary 

Engineer 

Human  resources 

Student/Retail 

Cashier 

CEO/Psychic 

Retired/Part-time  receptionist 

Sales  representative 
President  CEO 

None 

Unemployed 

CEO 

Detective  Sargeant 
Accounting 

Engineer 

Architect 

Journalist 

Desktop  publishing 
Photographer 

Computer  systems  administrator 
Video  lab  technician 

Artist 

Magician 

Teacher 

Teacher 

Software  engineer 

Designer 

Writer 

Painter 

Textile  design 
Computer  network 
Accountant 
Writer 

Police  officer 
Business  executive 

Animator 

Marketing  manager  Bio-tech 

Engineer 

Writer 

Lawyer 

Project  manager/Systems  analyst 

Teacher 

Management  control 
Designer 

Federal  employee 

Attorney 
Photographer 
Postal  worker 
Musician 

Art  consultant 

Professor 
Consultant 
Marketing  consultant 
Inferior  design 
Writer 

Wood  worker 

Advertising  marketing 
Law  enforcement 

Psychologist 

Teacher 

Software  developer 

Professor 

Computer  consultant 

Lawyer 

Physician 
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